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REPORT 

OF THE SAINT CHRISTOPHER AND NEVIS CONSTITUTIONAL 

CONFERENCE HELD AT LANCASTER HOUSE, LONDON, IN 

DECEMBER 1982 

1. The Saint Christopher and Nevis Constitutional Conference met at 
Lancaster House and held Plenary Sessions from 7 to 16 December. The 
list of delegates, officials and advisers who took part in the Conference 
is at Annex A. Mr. Cranley Onslow, MP, presided at the opening and 
closing sessions and Mr. J. S. Arthur presided over the Working Sessions. 

2. At the opening session on 7 December, speeches were made by 
Mr. Onslow, Minister of State, the Chairman of the Conference; by 
Dr. Kennedy Simmonds, Premier of Saint Christopher and Nevis; 
by Mr. Lee Moore, Leader of the Labour Party delegation; and by 
Mr. Simeon Daniel, Minister of Finance and Minister for Nevis Affairs. 
The texts of these speeches are at Annex B. The Conference was then 
adjourned until the first Working Session on 9 December. The texts of the 
speeches made at the closing session are given at Annex C. 

3. The Conference was convened in response to a Resolution passed 
by the St. Kitts and Nevis House of Assembly on 5 October 1982 requesting 
Her Majesty’s Government to arrange for the making of an Order in Council 
under Section 10(2) of the West Indies Act 1967 to end the status of 
association between the United Kingdom and the Associated State of Saint 
Christopher and Nevis. This Resolution followed a number of informal 
talks on the question of independence held both in the Associated State 
and in London over a period of years. In 1979 it had been agreed by the 
British Government that, subject to the satisfactory completion of the 
customary consultation and constitutional processes, St. Kitts and Nevis 
should move to independence as a unitary state as early as possible in 1980, 
on the basis of proposals agreed with the then Government of St. Kitts and 
Nevis (now the Opposition); these included a provision that within a period 
of 18 months after independence a referendum would be held among the 
Nevisians within the State to decide whether Nevis should continue as part 
of the unitary state, or separate. The proposals were not accepted by the 
Parliamentary representatives of Nevis and lapsed when, after the General 
Election in February 1980, a coalition of representatives of the People’s 
Action Movement and the Nevis Reformation Party took office. In July of 
1982 the Government of the Associated State published a White Paper 
outlining proposals for independence. In the following month the 
Opposition also published proposals (in a Green Paper) setting out the 
conditions which they considered should be satisfied before independence 
should be granted; in particular, they maintained that a general election 
should be held first. The British Government, having considered the steps 
taken by the Government of St. Kitts and Nevis prior to the Resolution in 
the House of Assembly on 6 October, decided that the necessary conditions 
had been satisfied to justify the calling of a Conference to consider 
constitutional proposals for an independent state of St. Kitts and Nevis and 
that a move to independence was in accordance with the wishes of the 
people. 
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4. The Government delegation presented detailed proposals (in the form 
of a Draft Constitution) which reflected the terms of its White Paper, The 
Labour Party delegation pointed out that in their opinion the Government’s 
proposals for a National Assembly of St, Kitts and Nevis together with a 
separate legislature in Nevis, with powers to legislate in certain specified 
matters, did not constitute a federation as normally understood. Moreover, 
the Government’s proposals amounted in effect to a separation of the two 
islands; alternatively, in equity, St. Kitts should have a separate legislature 
comparable with that proposed for Nevis. 

5. The Labour Party delegation were invited to submit to the 
Conference specific proposals reflecting their views, which they did. These 
proposals envisaged a federal state, in which the federal government would 
be responsible for defence and external relations only, with separate legis- 
latures in St. Kitts and Nevis responsible for all other matters in their 
respective islands. The federal Parliament would consist of the legislatures 
of St, Kitts and Nevis acting together. The Prime Minister of the federation 
would be alternately the Premier of one island or of the other for a period 
of one year each. Provision would be made for the withdrawal from the 
federation of either island by the passing of a bill through its legislature 
supported by the votes of two-thirds of its elected members. An outline was 
given of the provisions for the St. Kitts constitution, based broadly on the 
terms of the existing Saint Christopher and Nevis Constitution (Statutory 
Instrument No, 1967/228). They did not include proposals for the Nevis 
Constitution, on the grounds that the Labour Party undertook only to speak 
for the people of St. Kitts, of whom, they claimed, a majority of those on 
St. Kitts who voted at the last election had voted for the Labour Party. 

6. These proposals were totally unacceptable to the Government 
delegation who were not prepared to consider them in detail, They 
maintained that the basic purpose of the Conference was to consider the 
proposals publicly discussed in St. Kitts and Nevis and submitted by the 
constitutionally-elected Government. It was open to the Labour Party 
delegation to comment on or propose amendments to these proposals, but 
the Government did not accept the Labour Party’s contention that the 
Government’s proposals were equivalent to a separation of the two islands, 
and were not prepared to consider proposals made on this assumption. 
They pointed out that for the first time a Government of the State had 
been able to formulate agreed proposals for independence of the State while 
at the same time satisfying the justifiable concerns and anxieties of the 
people of Nevis; their proposals provided for the possible separation of 
Nevis from the State if the people of Nevis wished this but without any 
specific limit of time, unlike the agreement made between the British and 
St. Kitts and Nevis Governments in 1979, Provision to this effect would be 
included (and entrenched) in the Constitution. 

7. The Government equally did not accept the contention that the 
interests of the people of St. Kitts were at risk under their proposals and, 
consequently, did not agree that there was any need for a separate legislature 
for St. Kitts comparable with that proposed for Nevis. 

8. Apart from the new proposals concerning relations between St. Kitts 
and Nevis and, in particular, the establishment of the separate Legislature 
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for Nevis, the Government’s proposals for the independence Constitution 
were based largely on the terms of the existing Constitution for the 
Associated State which had been in effect since 1967; in their contention 
their proposals reflected all shades of political opinion in the State. The 
proposals also reflected, where appropriate, the recommendations in the 
Wooding Report published in 1970. The conclusions of the Conference are 
listed below. 

The name of the independent state 

9. The islands of Saint Christopher and Nevis should be a sovereign 
democratic federal state which should be described as the Federation of 
Saint Christopher and Nevis (or St. Kitts and Nevis), or simply Saint 
Christopher and Nevis (or St. Kitts and Nevis). 

The independent state to be a monarchy 

10. Her Majesty The Queen would be head of the independent State. 

Protection of fundamental rights and freedoms 

11. (a) Provision would be made on the lines of the existing Constitution 

for the protection of individual human rights. Additions to the 
existing Constitutional provisions would include provision for the 
right of a person to belong to a political party or other political 
association and protection of the individual against discrimination 
on grounds of sex, or birth out of wedlock, as well as race, place 
of origin, political opinions or affiliations, colour or creed. 

(b) The Government agreed to consider proposals that where a 
person’s property was compulsorily acquired, he should be able to 
remit abroad any compensation subject to certain reasonable 
safeguards and subject to the laws of St. Kitts and Nevis. 

(c) The Opposition called for the incorporation into the Constitution 
of the principle of the right to work, which they contended was 
merely a protection for the employee against arbitrary dismissal. 
The Government did not accept this as a proper interpretation 
of “the right to work” and maintained that the necessary 
safeguards were being incorporated into a labour code and that 
such considerations were more proper to Parliamentary legislation 
than to the Constitution. They noted that no such provision was 
included in the Constitution of any non-Communist country, so 
far as was known. 

Governor-General 

12. The Governor-General would be appointed by Her Majesty to 
perform functions similar to those of the Governor in the present 
Constitution. 

Parliament 

13. There would be no basic changes to the existing Constitution except 
for certain provisions concerning Nevis. The modifications would be as 
follows : 
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(a) The present House of Assembly would become a National Assembly, 
which together with Her Majesty the Queen would constitute 
Parliament. The number of constituencies would be increased prior 
to the next general election from 7 in St. Kitts and 2 in Nevis to 8 in 
St. Kitts and 3 in Nevis. If subsequently the number of constituencies 
were to be increased beyond the total of 11, not less than one-third of 
their number would be in the island of Nevis. The elected members 
would be styled Representatives. Three Senators corresponding to the 
existing nominated members (or such greater number as might be 
prescribed by Parliament) would sit in the National Assembly. 

(Z>) The Speaker need not already be a member of the Assembly but on 
his appointment would become a member, if not one already. 

(c) A Representative or a Senator would have to be a citizen aged 21 
years or upwards, to have been bom or had one parent bom in 
St. Kitts and Nevis and to be domiciled there on the date of his 
nomination. 

(d) The minimum age for voters would be 18. 

(e) One-third of the Senators would be appointed by the Governor- 
General acting in accordance with the advice of the Leader of the 
Opposition and the others in accordance with the advice of the Prime 
Minister. 

(/) Parliament would normally continue for five years from the date of the 
first sitting of the National Assembly after a dissolution unless it were 
to be sooner dissolved. Sessions of Parliament would begin not 
later than 180 days from the end of the preceding session when 
Parliament had been prorogued or 90 days from the holding of a 
General Election if Parliament had been dissolved. 

(g) Elections would be held within 90 days of a dissolution of Parliament. 
A Supervisor of Elections would exercise general supervision over the 
registration of voters and over the conduct of elections. The 
Opposition put forward a proposal for a single Elections and 
Boundaries Commission which should be an independent body, 
comprising several persons, to supervise elections. The Government 
opposed the idea of a joint Commission on the grounds that the 
present practice was satisfactory, but accepted a compromise formula 
whereby the Supervisor of Elections would report to an Electoral 
Commission of three independent persons, which would be convened 
as and when necessary. 

(h) A Boundaries Commission would be established consisting of a 
Chairman, two members of the National Assembly appointed by the 
Governor-General in accordance with the advice of the Prime Minister 
and two members of the Assembly similarly appointed in accordance 
with the advice of the Leader of the Opposition. There was 
disagreement over the method of appointing the Chairman. Tire 
Government proposed that the Chairman should be appointed by the 
Governor-General acting in accordance with the advice of the Prime 
Minister given after the Governor-General had consulted with the 
Leader of the Opposition and such other persons as he may think fit. 
The Government made the point that this was more generous to the 
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Opposition than the provisions in the existing Constitution. The 
Opposition however wanted the Chairman to be nominated by the 
Governor-General after consultation with the Prime Minister, Leader 
of the Opposition and other persons, followed by a vote in the 
National Assembly without debate. The Government were unable to 
accept this proposal. 

(i) A specific provision would be included ensuring privileges and 
immunities for members and officers of the Assembly and of other 
persons concerned in the business of the Assembly in respect of 
immunity from civil or criminal proceedings in regard to words spoken 
before, or in writing in a report to, the Assembly. 

(f) The Opposition proposed the creation of a Parliamentary Integrity 
Commission to which Members of Parliament would have to disclose 
assets and interests. The Government questioned the need for such a 
Commission to be established under the Constitution. In the 
Government’s view. Parliament itself could regulate matters concerning 
its members’ integrity. 

Executive 

14. The provisions would follow closely the provisions of the existing 
constitution as to the appointment of Ministers, Cabinet, Leader of the 
Opposition, the appointment of officers such as the Secretary to the Cabinet 
and the Attorney-General, the control of public prosecutions and the 
appointment of a Committee on the prerogative of mercy. 

Finance 

15. The provisions for finance in relation to the National Assembly 
would follow closely those of the existing constitution; similar provisions 
would be made for the Nevis Island Assembly. 

The Public Service 

16. The structure of the Public Service Commission would follow the 
recommendation in the Wooding Commission Report of 1970; Nevis would 
have special representation on the Public Service Commission with respect 
to the Nevis Administration. Otherwise the existing provisions would be 
followed. 

Judicial Provisions 

17. These would continue to provide for constitutional questions to be 
referred to the High Court and for appeals on certain matters to Her 
Majesty in Council in respect of decisions of the Court of Appeal. 

Citizenship 

18- General provision would be made for the automatic assumption of 
the citizenship of St. Kitts and Nevis by suitably qualified persons 
immediately on independence. Provision would be made for persons born 
after independence to become citizens of St. Kitts and Nevis and for the 
registration of suitably qualified persons as citizens; husbands and wives 
would have equal rights with regard to registration as citizens. All persons 
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who already had belonger status under the existing Constitution, would 
automatically become citizens. Provision for dual citizenship and the 
renunciation and deprivation of citizenship would also be included. The 
Opposition objected to the Government’s refusal to define “parent” as 
including “ step-parent ” on the grounds that unmarried persons exercising 
the responsibilities of parenthood in respect of children who were not their 
own was an accepted social fact in the islands and should be provided for. 
The Government maintained that the provisions for adoption and for 
preventing discrimination against persons bom out of wedlock were adequate 
to cover this. The UK delegation proposed automatic citizenship at 
independence by reference back to grandparents as well as to parents as the 
Government was suggesting. The Government suggested that the provision 
for citizenship by registration by reference to grandparents was adequate. 
The Opposition opposed the inclusion of a provision whereby the Minister 
could refuse registration in the interests of defence, public safety or public 
order. The Government pointed out that similar provisions were included 
in the constitutions of other Caribbean States. 

NEVIS 

19. Provisions for the autonomy of Nevis within the Federation and for 
the secession of Nevis from the Federation would be entrenched in the 
Constitution, which would include the following : 

(a) There would be a Nevis Island Legislature and Administration. The 
Legislature would consist of Her Majesty and a Nevis Island 
Assembly consisting initially of five elected members. There would 
be three nominated members, or such greater number as might be 
prescribed by the Legislature, of whom the Governor-General would 
appoint one-third on the advice of the Leader of the Opposition in 
the Assembly and the others on the advice of the Premier. The 
Legislature would have exclusive power to make laws for Nevis in 
certain defined matters, such as agriculture, hotels, housing, industry 
and roads, which would be set out in a schedule to the Constitution. 
Parliament would have power to legislate in respect of any matters 
not in the schedule. Laws expressly enacted by Parliament in respect 
of defence and external affairs would prevail over Nevis legislation, 
provided that a fiat had first been issued by the Governor-General. 

C b ) The Administration would have exclusive administrative respon- 
sibility within Nevis for certain specific matters such as airports and 
seaports; education; extraction and processing of minerals; fisheries; 
health and welfare; labour and licensing of imports and exports. 
Central Government would however retain responsibility for the 
formulation of policy and Parliament would have the power to 
legislate in these fields. 

( c ) The Premier of Nevis would have a general direction over public 
safety and. public order where this did not conflict with directions 
given by the Prime Minister. 

(d) In general the structure and conduct of the Legislature and 
Administration would be similar to those of Parliament and the central 
government, 

0) There would be a Deputy Governor-General for the island of Nevis. 
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(/) There would be provision for a division of financial benefits and 
responsibilities as between Nevis and St. Kitts. As for revenue, that 
collected by both St. Kitts and Nevis would be shared between 
Central Government and the Nevis Administration on the basis of the 
percentage of the country’s population found in St. Kitts and in 
Nevis respectively. Expenses on items other than those over which 
Nevis had exclusive legislative or administrative responsibility would 
be divided into the cost of those services identified as internal in each 
island, e.g. telephone, post office (the Internal Common Services) and 
other identified services, e.g. representation abroad (the External 
Common Services). The cost of Internal Common Services would 
be borne by reference to the cost in each island. The cost of External 
Common Services would be borne by reference to population. 

(g) The Nevis Island Administration would be empowered to borrow and 
give guarantees. The Governor-General would, however, make rules 
limiting the size of Nevis debt service commitments and ensuring 
appropriate prior consultation between the central government and 
the Nevis Administration concerning borrowing. Central government 
loans would be serviced according to the benefits received by each 
island. Debts outstanding at independence would be serviced 
according to the amount attributable to each island. 

(h) The provisions for Nevis to secede from the federation would require 
the introduction and the passage of a bill in the Nevis Assembly 
supported by a two-thirds majority of the elected members. This 
would subsequently need to be approved by a referendum in Nevis 
by not less than two-thirds of the votes cast by persons registered 
on the Parliamentary electoral roll. Further provisions would ensure 
that adequate notification of the proposals for separation, including 
the proposals for its future Constitution, would be given to enable 
proper discussion and explanation to take place. 

(0 Arrangements would be made for independent and impartial observers 
appointed by an independent international authority to observe the 
procedures involved in the referendum and to report publicly on the 
manner in which it had been carried out. 

20. The provisions for the Nevis Legislature and Administration, the 
financial provisions and the right of secession would be entrenched in the 
Constitution. 

21. The Constitution would contain contingent provisions in the event 
of the secession of Nevis. Appropriate modifications would automatically 
take effect so as to adapt it to the circumstances of St. Kitts as a separate 
state. In particular, the name of the state would be altered to Saint 
Christopher (or St. Kitts) and there would be a requirement that the National 
Assembly should meet in St. Kitts within a specified time. 

Date of Independence 

22. It was agreed by the British Government that, subject to the 
satisfactory completion of the customary constitutional processes in the 
time available, Saint Christopher and Nevis should attain independence in 
September 1983 on the basis of the proposals presented by the Government 
delegation and considered at the Conference. 
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United Kingdom 

Mr. Cranley Onslow, M p 
Mr. J. S. Arthur 



Saint Christopher and Nevis 
Government 

The Hon. Dr. Kennedy A. Simmonds 
The Hon. Simeon Daniel 
Dr. William Herbert 
The Hon. S. W. Tapley Seaton 
The Hon. Michael O. Powell 
The Hon. Ivor A. Stevens 



The Hon. Lee J. Moore of the Saint Christopher and Nevis Opposition 
and his delegation did not attend the Closing Session of the Conference 
and did not sign the report. 
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Annex A 



PRESENT: 



United Kingdom Delegation 



Mr. Cranley Onslow, M p 
(in the chair) 

Mr. Malcolm Rifkind, M p 
Lord Skelmersdale 
Mr. J. S. Arthur, cmg 
Viscount Dunrossil, cmg 
M r. J. C. Edwards 
Mr. B. Attewell 
Mr. B. E. Pauncefort, obe 



Mr. K. M. Williams 
Mr. J. D. P. Bickford 
Mr. J. O. Hill 
Mr. P. M. Campbell 
Mr. A. Parkinson 
Mr. D. L. Marshall 
Mr. M. Cooper 
Miss S. E. Batten 



Saint Christopher and Nevis Government Delegation 



The Hon. Dr. Kennedy A. Simmonds 

The Hon. Simeon Daniel 

The Hon. Michael O. Powell 

The Hon. Ivor A. Stevens 

The Hon. S. W. Tapley Seaton 

Dr. William Herbert 

Mr. A. R. Rushford, cmg 

Mr. R. Simms 

Mr. H. Heyliger 



Mr. S. Mills 
Miss C. Mitcham 

Mr. M. E. Bathurst, cmg,cbe,qc 

Mr. G. Knapp 

Mr. C. Bertie 

Mr. P. Lawrence 

Mr. J. Nisbett 

Mr. N. Rawlins 

Mr. R. Williams 



Saint Christopher and Nevis Opposition Delegation 

The Hon. Lee L. Moore Mr. F. Bryant 

The Hon. Charles Mills Mr. H. Browne 

The Hon. Esmond St. John Payne Mr. T. Hobson 

Mr. D. Bart 



Eastern Caribbean Commission in London 

H. E. Dr. C. C. Thomas, cmg Mr. C. Z. Edwards 

Mr. E. M. Edwards 



Secretariat 

Mr. M. L. H. Hope Mr. S. H. Palmer 
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Annex B 



Speeches made by Mr. Cranley Onslow, MP, Minister of State for 
Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs, the Honourable Dr. Kennedy A. 
Simntonds, Premier of Saint Christopher and Nevis, the Honourable Lee L. 
Moore, Leader of the Opposition and the Honourable Simeon Daniel at the 
Opening Session of the Saint Christopher and Nevis Constitutional 
Conference, London 7 December, 1982. 

Chairman {Mr. Cranley Onslow ): Premier, Leader of the Opposition, 
members of the visiting delegations. Your Excellencies, Ladies and 
Gentlemen: I should like to bid you all welcome to this Constitutional 
Conference. 

I am very happy to see the delegations from the Government of Saint 
Christopher and Nevis and from the Opposition. The Secretary of State 
for Foreign Affairs, Mr. Pym, has asked me to extend his greetings to you all. 

I am also very pleased to introduce the Vice-Chairman of the Conference, 
Mr. Stanley Arthur, who many of you know and who was until recently the 
British High Commissioner in Bridgetown. He brings a wealth of expertise 
to this Conference and we welcome him. 

Saint Christopher and Nevis is the last of the six Associated States which 
has asked the British Government to convene a Constitutional Conference 
in preparation for full independence. Saint Christopher and Nevis, like those 
who have gone before, requests that independence should be granted under 
section 10(2) of the West Indies Act 1967. This will in due course require 
that a draft Order in Council be laid before both Houses of the British 
Parliament for approval before it is submitted to Her Majesty in Council. 

Two criteria must be fulfilled before an Associated State can move to 
independence. The first is that independence should be the wish of the 
people. The second is that there should be an independence constitution. 

All the political parties in Saint Christopher and Nevis agree on the 
principle of independence. My visits in October to Saint Christopher and to 
Nevis, brief though they were, strengthened my belief that independence is 
the wish of the people in both islands. 

The Saint Christopher and Nevis Government published in July of this 
year a White Paper containing constitutional proposals, which was sub- 
sequently debated in the Saint Christopher and Nevis House of Assembly on 
5 October. 

The outcome of the debate was a decision to ask the British Government 
to terminate the status of association and thus grant independence. During 
a period of ten weeks between July and October the people of the State were 
consulted and were able to express their views on independence and the 
White Paper proposals. Prior to the Assembly debate some individuals 
and groups in Saint Christopher and Nevis submitted comments and 
proposals of their own. The Labour Party published in early August a 
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Green Paper on independence. Some amendments were incorporated into the 
White Paper before the Assembly debate and I understand there have been 
others since. The draft Constitution embodying this material will form the 
basis for our discussion. 

The purpose of the Conference is to seek agreement on the terms of the 
new Constitution for the independent State. The Conference should not be 
regarded as a mere formality in the lengthy and well established procedures 
towards independence, but as an arena for the exchange of views in which 
all participants have a valuable role to play. We look forward to a 
constructive and positive dialogue. The working sessions will begin 
tomorrow morning, since I understand it is convenient to allow rather more 
time for the study of documents to both sides of the table, and, I should add, 
will not be open to the public or the press. The Conference will attempt to 
deal realistically with the issues involved. There is much to be done in a 
relatively short time but I am confident that the delegates from Saint 
Christopher and Nevis will help us to complete this task as expeditiously as 
possible. 

Saint Christopher, which was the first English colony in the Caribbean, 
and became known to the English as the “Mother Colony of the West 
Indies”, will, together with Nevis be the last of the Associated States to 
move to independence. With the independence of Saint Christopher and 
Nevis, the United Kingdom will have brought more than 50 states to 
independence including 12 in the Caribbean region. There will, I am sure, 
be unanimous welcome for the emergence of the new State, when it achieves 
independence. I am glad to learn that at their meeting in Jamaica last month 
CARICOM Heads of Government noted with particular satisfaction that a 
number of states in the region have achieved independence in recent years 
and that Saint Christopher and Nevis was now taking steps towards it. I am 
sure that all present will join me in wishing Saint Christopher and Nevis 
every success for the future. , 

I would now like to call upon the Premier, Dr. Kennedy Simmonds, to 
respond to these brief opening remarks, followed by the Leader of the 
Opposition, Mr. Lee Moore, and then I understand that Mr. Simeon Daniel 
may also wish to speak. 

The Hon. Dr. Kennedy Simmonds : Honourable Minister of State, ladies 
and gentlemen, first I wish to thank the honourable Minister for the warm 
welcome which has been extended to the entire Saint Christopher and Nevis 
delegation. I also take this opportunity to thank the Commonwealth Fund 
for Technical Cooperation for the services of Messrs. Rushford and Simms 
during the period when we were preparing our constitutional draft. 

We are embarking upon this conference with three objectives : 

(1) to discuss and finalise an independence constitution for St. Kitts and 
Nevis; 

(2) to set the date for independence; 

(3) to make arrangements for a post-independence programme of 
assistance. 
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The road to independence^ has been fraught with difficulties, most of 
them arising because of the original tripartite nature of the state which was 
Saint Christopher, Nevis and Anguilla. It would serve no useful purpose at 
this time to review the long record of dissatisfaction which festered on Nevis 
and Anguilla. 

In 1967 the State’s move from its overt colonial status to associate state- 
hood gave rise to the de facto separation of Anguilla. Because of our 
geographical situation it was clearly not enough for the State as a whole to 
achieve constitutional advancement unless a coincident and adequate pro- 
vision was made for its impact to be felt at the island level in the form 
of immediate arrangements for the people of Anguilla and Nevis to have 
a greater degree of control over their own affairs. 

A similar degree of dissatisfaction also surfaced m Nevis to the extent 
that between 1961 and 1980 the representatives of Nevis made several 
approaches to the United Kingdom Government in an effort to secure 
secession from the State. However, it was clear during this period that 
compromise was possible as evidenced by the proposals put forward by 
Nevis in 1975 in a document entitled: “Proposals put forward for the 
acceptance of government dealing with the secession demands of Nevis”. 
However, in the absence of a willingness to negotiate and compromise, 
agreement on the issues raised was not possible. 

The matters relating to Anguilla and Nevis therefore were significant 
impediments to the achievement of independence and could not be cleared 
away in spite of conferences in London in 1976, 1977 and 1978. 

In December of 1979 yet another conference was held in London, and 
it was finally decided that St. Kitts and Nevis would proceed to indepen- 
dence in 1980 and that there would be a referendum 18 months after 
independence in which the issue of secession from Nevis would be put to the 
vote. The decision for independence was inevitable but the provisions 
were unimaginative and sterile. Where a unique arrangement was required 
to fit a unique situation, none was forthcoming. The result was that the 
impact of sovereignty would be immediately felt in St. Kitts where the 
seat of government resides and where a greater number of representatives 
reside so that there was no issue then about St. Kitts. 

The problem here was that, whereas the change from a pure colonial 
status to associate statehood brought with it the introduction of local 
government, the proposed change to independence as envisioned in 1979 
proposed no change for Nevis within the framework of the whole State. 
The proposals of my government which have been concretised into the 
draft constitution before us provide for and embody wide-ranging legislative, 
executive and fiscal authority for Nevis within the framework of an island 
assembly and administration of their own. The arrangement, which 
represents the agreed and unified position of the government and has the 
support of the people of St. Kitts and Nevis, will preserve the long historical 
bonds of blood and friendship between our islands. 

The draft Constitution before us is based on the constitution we now 
have. It enshrines the same fundamental human rights and, in fact, goes 
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further to seek to eliminate discrimination on grounds of sex or birth out 
of wedlock. These improvements were sought and acclaimed by the public 
at large. 

When my party, the People’s Action Movement, faced the election of 
February 1980 our position on independence was clear and unambiguous. 
Even though it was already decided that St. Kitts and Nevis would become 
independent as soon as possible in 1980 we chose to impose conditions upon 
ourselves so that we would delay independence until their fulfilment; or, to 
put it another way, so that we would proceed to independence after their 
fulfilment. The conditions are indelibly engraved in black and white and 
it is clear that they have all been fulfilled. 

The chronological order of events was as follows : 

July 26 1982 a White Paper was tabled in the House of Assembly 
and made available to the public from that day. 

July 26 to October 1 was the period allowed for public discussion 
and submission of opinions. During the same period meetings by 
government in St. Kitts and Nevis to explain and discuss the White 
Paper were held. The consensus at the meetings was endorsement of the 
proposals though some modifications were suggested. 

On August 23 a paper outlining the financial implications of indepen- 
dence was published. 

On September 26 a massive convention was held at PAM head- 
quarters. Full support was given to the White Paper and independence. 

On October 5 a special sitting of the House of Assembly was called 
and held for the purpose of debating the White Paper proposals and 
unanimously approved the resolution to support the White Paper and to 
call for independence. 

October 6 Her Majesty’s Government informed of the House of 
Assembly resolution and request for independence. 

October 20 and 21 the Honourable Minister of State visited St. Kitts 
and Nevis and saw at first hand the general acclaim for independence by 
all parties. 

November 1982 Her Majesty’s Government agreed to host the 
constitutional conference. 

I believe that a brief word on the financial formula which is embraced in 
the Government’s proposal is relevant. The arrangement is based upon the 
division of the revenue on the basis of population— that is, if Nevis has 21 
per cent of the state’s population, then Nevis will get 21 per cent of the 
revenue and St. Kitts 79 per cent. However, since the seat of the national 
Government is in St. Kitts, and therefore the responsibility for providing 
common services will reside there, Nevis will contribute out of its share of 
the revenue a proportion of the cost of common services equal to its 
proportion of the total population. This arrangement is simple and can be 
easily understood by our people and it is fair to all. 

The preparation for this conference has been orderly, progressive and 
meticulous. It should not now be marred by extraneous issues. 
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The issue before this conference is independence. That independence, 
which is the inalienable right of all people, black or white, rich or poor, big 
or small, is that same independence which is enshrined in the United Nations 
Universal Declaration of Human Rights to which Her Majesty’s Government 
subscribes. 

The task before us, then, is to discuss and finalise an independence 
constitution for St. Kitts and Nevis. The task before us is to set the date for 
the independence of St. Kitts and Nevis. I trust that we can all approach 
these tasks in a spirit of goodwill, compromise and co-operation, and in this 
spirit I trust that our deliberations will be direct, constructive and 
progressive. 

Mr. Chairman, once again I thank you for your hospitality. 



The Hon. Lee Moore: Honourable Minister, distinguished delegates: I 
must first explain that at his request I have agreed that Mr. Theodore L. 
Hobson, the President of the Peoples Democratic Party, could join my 
delegation. I understand that he sought to be allowed admittance to the 
conference in his own right but was unsuccessful. As he represents an 
Opposition point of view in the island of Nevis I have attempted to 
accommodate him, but I must make it abundantly clear that my views are not 
necessarily his views and his thoughts are not necessarily my thoughts. 

Minister, I think it is necessary for the record to set out in some detail 
the circumstances surrounding the attendance of my delegation at this 
conference. 

On Wednesday 10 November 1982 I was telephoned by an official of 
the British High Commission in Bridgetown, Barbados. He advised me 
that the Minister intended on the following day to make a statement here in 
London that he had invited the Government and myself to attend a 
Constitutional Conference opening at Lancaster House on 7 December. 

I protested that I had not received an invitation from the Minister and 
the official explained to me that that was the reason for the telephone call. 
I was then promised that a letter would be sent to me conveying the 
invitation. 

The following day, Thursday 11 November, a different official came to 
me and handed over a letter of that same date signed by His Lordship the 
High Commissioner. 

That letter set out the arrangements for the Constitutional Conference. 
In the final paragraph of that letter the High Commissioner requested that 
I let him know whether the arrangements were acceptable to me. 

By letter dated 16 November 1982 I wrote to the High Commissioner 
notifying him regrettably that the arrangements were not acceptable to the 
Labour Party. I said that the proposed dates of the conference posed acute 
difficulties for my colleagues and myself on the private, public and 
professional levels. 
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I gave two examples of such difficulties : 

“ . . . For example, a member of our Executive, Mr. Fidel O’Flaherty, 
is now on trial for six very serious criminal charges arising out of a 
public meeting on 23rd August 1982 at which he was set upon and 
beaten by high officials of one of the governing parties and by the Police. 
His trial started on 1st November and has been adjourned to 29th 
November, the learned Magistrate having stated in open Court that he 
will not allow a further adjournment of the hearing. The Magistrate 
has also indicated that he expects the hearing to last about 2 weeks more, 
that is, until about mid-December. I am Counsel for Mr. O’Flaherty in 
these cases and am assisted by the Chairman of the Labour Party and 
another Party Executive member who are lawyers. 

In addition, the Chairman of the Party himself, Mr. Fitzroy Bryant, 
was arrested and imprisoned on 4th September 1982 on a charge of 
incitement. of persons gathered at a public meeting on 29th August 1982 
to riot. He is at present on bail awaiting his trial but as a condition of 
bail he was made to surrender his passport and other travel documents. 
Mr. Bryant is one of the most experienced politicians in the leadership of 
the Labour Party and has taken part in several constitutional talks with 
the British Government.” 

That letter was despatched by registered air mail at 12.30 of that same 
day, 16th November 1982. 

On 22nd November 1982, 1 was telephoned by an official from the British 
High Commission in Barbados. It appeared that my letter had not arrived 
and there was some natural anxiety to know what my reply was. I read out 
my reply on the telephone. 

The next day, 23 rd November, His Excellency, the High Commissioner 
telephoned me. It appeared that the letter had been traced. The High 
Commissioner informed me that he had transmitted the contents of my letter 
to the Minister who had received them with some measure of disappointment. 
He, the High Commissioner, had received instructions to see what could be 
done about some of those matters. 

I learnt that the High Commissioner had been in touch with the 
Government and, as I understand it, had been given an assurance that if I 
applied for an adjournment in the O’Flaherty matter and for the release of 
Mr. Bryant’s passport, the Government would offer no opposition to either 
application. 

Relying on what I was told, I made the relevant applications in respect 
of both matters. On Monday 29th November, 1982, objection was offered by 
Crown Counsel to the application for adjournment in the case of the Police 
against O’Flaherty. However, the Court did allow the adjournment. The 
application for the release of Mr. Bryant’s passport was refused. 

On Wednesday 1st December, 1982 application was made to the High 
Court on Mr. Bryant’s behalf for the variation of the arrangements relating 
to his bail and for. 1 an Order that his passport be delivered to him. Objection 
was raised by lawyers representing the Government and the Judge adjourned 
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the matter and gave them leave to file an affidavit in reply by 11.00 a.m. the 
following day, Thursday 2nd December. Hearing would be continued in 
the afternoon of that same day. 

The affidavit was duly filed and served; the Government’s legal representa- 
tives failed to appear for the hearing and the Court made the Order for the 
release of Mr. Bryant’s passport. 

The Order was drawn up and issued the same afternoon. Mr. Bryant’s 
passport was, in fact, delivered up at 8.30 the following morning. 

Mr Bryant then presented his passport and applied for an exit certificate 
under the income tax laws without which the travel agent could not issue 
him a ticket to travel. 

The Comptroller of Inland Revenue refused to issue the certificate on the 
ground not that Mr. Bryant owed tax, but that tax was owed by a Company 
of which Mr. Bryant is the Secretary and the Solicitor. 

Mr. Bryant then wrote to the Minister of Finance seeking a review He 
told the Minister that he wished to leave on that day, Friday 3rd December 
1982 and he requested an urgent reply. The Minister replied by noon of 
Saturday 4 th December to the effect that he was looking into the matter. 

Meantime, Mr. Bryant has initiated Court proceedings to seek to compel 
the issuance of the exit certificate. 

I have set out the facts of this matter in extenso in an effort to show 
that two points arise. The first is this, that at its very lowest, my delegation 
is not at full strength, particularly since for purely personal reasons. 
Professor Jones-Hendrickson is now unable to attend; and the second is 
that the developments indicate a show of bad faith on the part of the 
Government. 

I respectfully suggest that this evidence of bad faith should give Her 
Majesty’s Government pause; it is not too late to think again about this 
matter. It is important to consider the implications of abandoning a hapless 
people to an administration that behaves in this manner. I suggest that 
the Conference should be adjourned to enable Mr. Bryant to get here. 
Another reason for an adjournment is that the delegation which represents 
the Labour Party, will have a little more time to study the draft of the 
Constitution which is to be discussed at this Conference. I have to Note 
that I, as Leader of the Opposition, received my copy of the draft 
Constitution on Tuesday 30th November while I was boarding a British 
Airways aircraft (at Barbados) for London. On Wednesday 1st December 
one copy was delivered to the Party headquarters; on Thursday 2nd 
December, four copies were delivered to our headquarters; and as late as 
yesterday one copy (apparently with amendments to earlier issues) was 
delivered to me here in London, You will agree, Mr. Minister, that it 
cannot be truly said that we have been given a reasonable amount of time 
to study and analyse a document which when implemented will have far- 
reaching consequences on the lives of the citizens of our State, including 
those unborn. In addition to our receiving the document late, I have to 
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remind you, Mr. Minister, that the citizens of the State know nothing about 
this document, and we, the Leaders of the Labour Party, have had no oppor- 
tunity to interact with the citizens on the document. 

It is unfortunate that the document was not released in the State to 
allow enough time for comments from the public, but in particular from a 
body such as the Bar Association, which had earlier commented, on the White 
Paper; but even if the Labour Party here present at the Conference managed 
to study the draft Constitution in a sort of way, it is well nigh impossible 
for us to make all the amendments which we would consider desirable. 

An adjournment would, in fact, give lively meaning to the assurances 
which my delegation has been given that the Conference will be no mere 
formality. 

It would be an important step which could effectively demonstrate that 
my delegation has not been brought here merely to legitimise a pre-arranged 
deal. 

If this Conference is intended to be no more than a rubber stamp — and 
the Government have done their best to create the impression that it is no 
more than that — then perhaps we are better off being somewhere else. 

And as you know Mr. Minister, everyone of my delegation can quite 
easily and with advantage be somewhere else. None of us wanted a joy-ride 
to London at this time. 

We are here out of regard for our duty to the interests of the people we 
represent. It is important to remember who we are and whom we do 
represent. My delegation represents the Party having the largest membership 
in the Legislature, 

In a House of Assembly comprising 9 elected members, my Party has 4 
members; the People’s Action Movement has 3 members and the Nevis 
Reformation Party, 2 members. 

An analysis of the results of the last election will show that my Party 
won 58 • 05 per cent of the valid votes cast in St. Kitts and Nevis. 

The PAM which contested only in St. Kitts, had a 33*93 per cent of 
the valid votes cast throughout the State and 41 • 9 per cent of those cast in 
St. Kitts. The NRP took the bulk of the votes cast in Nevis, but its share 
of the total votes validly cast was 16*02 per cent. 

In short, my Party in Parliament represents a majority of the electorate 
and we think it is a cardinal principle of democracy that the majority should 
prevail over the minority. 

What has been the response of the majority of people to the proposals 
of the Government for independence as outlined in the White Paper? 

The vast majority of the people have rejected the proposals. They have 
used every available means to protest these proposals. 

Some 10,000 persons have signed a petition against the White Paper. 
This petition was handed to the Minister of State when he visited St. Kitts. 
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On Thursday 2nd September, thousands of persons in the northern 
villages of St. Kitts from Mansions to Newton Ground, stood in their villages 
in protest against the proposals in the White Paper. 

On Saturday 4th September, a non-partisan rally was held in Pall Mall 
Square to protest against the proposals in the White Paper. 

On Sunday 12th September, there were two simultaneous marches 
moving from opposite directions towards Caines 5 Pasture, a playing field in 
the north of the Island where a rally was held to protest the proposals in the 
White Paper. It was estimated that 6,000 persons took part. 

On Saturday 18th September, a massive march was held in Basseterre, 
the capital of St. Kitts against the White Paper proposals. It was estimated 
that 9,000 persons took part. In any event, the general view was that no 
one could remember a bigger march having ever taken place before in 
St. Kitts. 

On 20th October, the day the Minister of State visited St. Kitts a march 
took place in Basseterre. Commentators estimate that that march was 
larger than the one of 18th September. 

Besides the Labour Movement, there were other groups that indicated 
their hostility to the proposals. The Organisation of Progressive Nationals 
(OPRON) who declared their independence from the major political parties, 
strongly condemned the White Paper proposals. Their language was to the 
effect that those proposals would be unacceptable even to a people who had 
suffered defeat and who had capitulated. 

The Guild of Graduates pleaded for more time. The local Bar 
Association raised a number of matters which needed clarification and 
passed a resolution requesting the Government to allow more time for 
reflection. Several youth groups indicated their resistance to the proposals. 

In addition, a number of prominent individuals registered their 
disagreement with the proposals. These include Sir Probyn Inniss, (a former 
Governor of St. Kitts-Nevis); Mr. Bryan King, (sometime Reader of 
Jurisprudence in the University of Cambridge); Canon G. P. J. Walker, (a 
retired Archdeacon of St. Kitts-Nevis); Mr. Cardinal Christmas, (a local phar- 
macist who has several times stood as a candidate in opposition to Labour); 
Mr. John Mallalieu, (an industrialist); Mr. George H. Archibald, (Principal, 
St. Kitts Basseterre College, a former PAM candidate and a former editor 
of the Democrat) and Professor Simon Jones-Hendrickson, (a native Kittitian 
who is Professor of Economics at the College of The Virgin Islands). 

During the time allowed for discussion of the White Paper proposals 
there were no public demonstrations in favour of the White Paper. On the 
contrary, opposition to the White Paper has been almost universal throughout 
St. Kitts. 

Why did the people react thus to the proposals? 

I suggest there are at least three reasons : — 
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First, the publication of the proposals represented a complete volte-face 
which took the country completely by surprise. Throughout all the years 
of its existence, the People’s Action Movement has been against indepen- 
dence, declaring that the State was too small and too poor for independence. 
According to PAM, independence meant for the citizens that if they had 
two goats or cows or anything else, the Government would take one and 
leave them with one. 

Their position did not really alter during the 1980 General Election 
campaign. As late as Easter this year, during his visit to Barbados to 
meet with President Reagan, over the Caribbean Basin Initiative (CBI), 
Dr. Simmonds told journalists that independence was not a priority for his 
Government. 

Oh 15th December 1980, the then Minister of State, Mr. Nick Ridley, put 
the position of the Government vis-a-vis independence with crystal clarity. 
Mr. Ridley said : — 

“ . . . Dr. Kennedy Simmonds was elected Premier. He confirmed a 
coalition with representatives of both Nevis and St. Kitts, which hangs 
together firmly on the question of not raising anything about the 
future of the island of Nevis in relation to St. Kitts. That problem 
could lead to demands for secession by Nevis from St. Kitts-Nevis . . 

The first the people of St Kitts-Nevis knew that Dr. Simmonds was 
thinking of independence was in June this year when on his way from the 
annual meeting in Washington of the Caribbean Aid Group, he announced 
in New York that the question of independence would have to be faced. 

Even after that when Dr. Simmonds returned to St. Kitts and held the 
first of a series of meet-the-people meetings in Sandy Point, about one week 
before the publication of the White Paper, a young man inquired of him 
about the proposals for independence and Dr. Simmonds replied that his 
government had no proposals for independence. 

On July 26th when the White Paper was laid on the table of the House 
it was done without any notice in the Order Paper that a Paper would be 
laid. 

The Government intended to take the country by surprise and the people 
were suitably surprised. It was not a pleasant surprise and the people 
reacted with displeasure. 

In the second place, 1 submit that the people responded in the way they 
did because, contrary to the claim of the government, they have no 
mandate. 

They have no mandate for independence because they did not seek and 
did not obtain one. 

Even if PAM could be said to have canvassed the question of 
independence during the general election — and my delegation cannot accept 
that they did— certainly their coalition partner did not. NRP has no mandate 
for independence. They have a mandate for secession, 
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The Leader of the NRP has been nothing, if not consistent on this point. 
He said it on 20th February 1980, one day after he had become a Minister; 
he repeated it on 5th October 1982, during the White Paper discussion in the 
Assembly and I understand he repeated it on the evening of Wednesday 
1st December, 1982 at a public meeting in Nevis. 

In any event, the arrangement has no endorsement from the electorate. 
The concept of a quasi-federation had never been mooted before the White 
Paper and the autonomy granted to the Island of Nevis, coupled with the 
provisions for the administration of the island of St. Kitts, are entirely 
novel and have been described by one Caribbean academic as being without 
precedent in human history. 

Furthermore, even if the oblique reference in PAM’s manifesto were 
considered as the basis for a mandate, we will contend that all of the 
preconditions have not been fulfilled : 

(a) the very serious problem of unemployment has been exacerbated; 

(b) there has been neither visible nor meaningful progress in tourism, 
industrialisation, or agricultural diversification; 

(c) by definition, the problem of Nevis has not been solved; if that 
problem had been solved there would be no need to provide for the 
eventual secession of Nevis; and 

(d) the financial implications of independence have not been discussed 
with the people. 

I am given to understand that the British Government have, in the past, 
caused Governments seeking independence under Section 10(2) of the West 
Indies Act 1967, to prove that they have sought and obtained a mandate 
from the electorate. I therefore submit that the independence issue for 
St. Kitts-Nevis should not be an exception to what has been an established 
pattern. 

Thirdly, I submit that the people responded in the way they did because 
they wish to escape from the sufferings of the present regime. This is not the 
time to go into the details of the sufferings which have been foisted on the 
people, but it is common knowledge that volumes could be written about the 
following actions of the present Government: the undermining of the 
economy, mainly by mismanagement and planned deterioration of the Sugar 
industry; the destruction and squandermania of the finances; the victimisation 
of innocent workers; the calculated efforts to divide the society; the sub- 
version of the police force; the unleashing of armed aggression against the 
people; the political arrests; the intimidation and fear engendered into the 
hearts and lives of those who are known to be non-supporters of the govern- 
ment party; the disregard of the Law and the Constitution by the Government 
and by the individual ministers of Government; and the co-operation between 
the Government and criminal forces. 

Because of these and other acts which cause suffering and fear among a 
large section of the society, the people have called for general elections now, 
that is before independence. The people wish free and fair elections to be 
held before independence, and a large section of the society holds the view and 
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entertains the fear, that there will be no free and fair elections in the future, if 
independence is granted before the holding of elections to obtain a mandate 
for independence. 

I wish to affirm that the people are not against independence but the 
auspices are not good. Like Gaul, the country is divided into three parts : 
one part — Nevis — is making a public declaration that it has no commitment 
to permanence: St. Kitts itself is bitterly split over the matter — and, I may 
say, not on Party lines; the people have not been motivated to face the 
challenge positively. 

There is good reason why we ought to hasten slowly. This is a unique 
occasion. A country attains independence only once. It will never happen 
again. Furthermore, it is a step which will affect generations yet unborn. 

That is why we should adopt at this conference the language of PAM 
and avoid “ any precipitous and consequently disastrous move to 
independence ” 

As I have said before, Mr. Minister, we are at a disadvantage, in that we 
received the latest copy of the draft Constitution only yesterday evening: 
but I must make it plain, that we could not agree to any Constitution which 
did not make provisions for the protection of freedom to pursue a profession 
or occupation as a fundamental right; the establishment of a Parliamentary 
Integrity Commission: the appointment of an Ombudsman; the establish- 
ment of an independent Elections and Boundaries Commission; the 
forbidding of Ministers having contracts with the Crown or Government 
corporations. 

Certainly we could not agree to any provisions which allowed for the 
unilateral secession of Nevis, or for the Ministers of an administration in 
Nevis to be Ministers in the federal administration. 

We have published in a Green Paper proposals which we think would 
lead to the harmonious development between the peoples of the Islands of 
St. Kitts and Nevis. 

“ Once to every nation, comes the moment to decide ”. 

For our people and for the Caribbean, that moment is now. We have 
a chance to decide for continued strife and acrimony, for uncertainty, for 
instability, for confusion or, we can decide for peace and positive progress. 
We are on the side of going forward together in peace and harmony. Others 
must state clearly today on which side they are. 

Thank you, Mr. Minister. 



The Hon. Simeon Daniel; Honourable Minister, ladies and gentlemen, the 
years since the second world war have seen the greatest Empire in the 
world’s history dismantled. This august House, and occasionally 
Marlborough House next door, has witnessed many constitutional conferences 
as a prelude to sovereignty being passed from Great Britain to her former 
Colonies. Each of these conferences has faced its own particular problems. 
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In some cases, independence has not followed the course that its authors 
might have wished. Nonetheless, the perspective of history will, I have little 
doubt, show that a most difficult period of transition from imperial rule to 
the self-determination of so large a proportion of the world’s population 
has been a triumph of British diplomacy and political sensitivity. 

I have no hesitation in commending the successive British Governments, 
Labour and Conservative alike, which have achieved this feat of states- 
manship during the past three and a half decades. I must, indeed, pay a 
special tribute to the present administration — to your present and former 
colleagues. Minister whose most able piece of political engineering saw a 
democratic Zimbabwe born out of bitter racial conflict and impending 
bloody chaos. 

We are here to discuss the political future of the Associated State of 
Saint Christopher and Nevis. We are, of course, no longer a colony: for 
nearly two decades we have had full responsibility for every aspect of our 
own government except for defence and foreign affairs. Nonetheless, the 
meeting we are beginning today raises issues every bit as crucial to our 
future, the future of our children and of our children’s children, as any that 
has taken place here before. 

are amongst the last of Britain s former colonies to tread this now 
familiar path. We are also amongst the smallest and poorest. We do, 
however,, have a very special relationship with Great Britain. Firstly’ 
immigration to the Mother Country since the war has resulted in there 
being as many Nevisians and Kittitians in the United Kingdom as there 
are back home. Secondly, in common with other of our Caribbean neigh- 
bours, most of them now independent states, we were Britain’s oldest 
colonies. Our communities derive directly from those which were 
established in the early seventeenth century by British Colonists. From this 
tradition we derive our firm attachment to the principles of self-government, 
justice and the liberty of the individual as surely as did those long indepen- 
dent and better known British Colonies in New England in the United 
States of America. Our African ancestry has greatly diluted our British 
blood but has in no way impaired our close identification with British values : 
indeed, having derived in great part from Africans imported to work the 
sugar plantations of Nevis and St. Kitts as slaves, the importance we give to 
personal freedom is enhanced. In addition to this love of freedom, we 
have a tradition of representative government which goes back centuries. 
Indeed, until 1882 Nevis enjoyed its own separate Government under the 
Imperial Crown, as did St. Kitts. 

It is the tradition of these conferences, I am advised, to keep the opening 
speeches non-controversial and get down to the nuts and bolts of our 
constitutional discussions at a later stage. My position here is perhaps 
unique in conferences of this nature in that I am the leader of the Nevis 
Reformation Party, one of the two Parties forming the Coalition Government 
of the Associated State of Saint Christopher and Nevis. As such, I am, together 
with my fellow Nevis representative, the Hon. Ivor Stevens, part of the 
Government Delegation led by the Premier, Dr. Kennedy Simmonds of the 
Peoples Action Movement. Together, our two Parties have resolved to 
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adopt the draft of a Constitution for independence for discussion here in 
London with Her Majesty’s Government and with the Labour Opposition, 
led by the Hon. Lee Moore. 

But I am, as previously stated, also here as Leader of the Nevis 
Reformation Party. As such, it is only right that I should make my 
position absolutely clear. The Nevis Reformation Party captured some 85 
per cent of the votes cast in Nevis at the last general election held in 1980. 
It is nearly twenty two years ago that the General Assembly of the United 
Nations, on the 14th of December 1960, adopted, by an overwhelming 
majority, a “ declaration on the granting of independence to Colonial 
countries and peoples ”. That declaration stated that “ All peoples have 
the right to self-determination; by virtue of that right they freely determine 
their political status and freely pursue their economic, social and cultural 
development ”. In the debate in the General Assembly on that Declaration 
the then British Minister, Lord Dundee, said this : “ The record of the 
United Kingdom in the territories under British administration is well known. 
It is a record based on the principles of self-government, self-determination 
and national independence ”. Today, Minister, we are met here to apply 
those principles to Saint Christopher and to Nevis. For me, and for the 
Political Party which I represent, as well as for the Government of which I 
am a member, this is a welcome initiative on the part of Her Majesty’s 
Government in the United Kingdom, and I join with others in expressing 
appreciation for it. 

Article 73 of the Charter of the United Nations opens with these words : 

“ Members of the United Nations which have or assume responsibilities for 
the administration of territories whose peoples have not yet attained a full 
measure of self-government recognize the principle that the interests of the 
inhabitants of these territories are paramount The Government and 
people of the United Kingdom asserted that principle, and the Armed Forces 
of the Crown fought on that principle, for the people of the Falkland 
Islands. Now that principle is to be recognised for the peoples of St. Kitts 
and of Nevis. 

I was elected by the people of Nevis to serve them and our State in the 
House of Assembly. We of my Party, the NRP, were elected on a 
mandate for secession. I shall not forget that during the course of this 
Conference. 

In 1974 we drafted a Constitution for the consideration of Her Majesty’s 
Government under which Nevis would have been separated from St. Kitts 
arid have remained, for the time being, a dependency of the United Kingdom. 
We were told in no uncertain terms that Britain was not prepared to take 
on any further dependent territories, and our proposals were rejected 
outright. Quite recently the United Kingdom Government did what it had 
refused to do in our case and accepted a seceded Anguilla as a separate 
British Colony. 

In 1979 we tried again. We proposed to the United Kingdom 
Government a Constitution for Nevis under which we would move to an 
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independent statehood separately from St. Kitts. Yet again we were 
turned down. The United Kingdom Government told us it was opposed to 
fragmentation. 

And now in 1982 we are proposing a third Constitution. In the past 
there was opposition in St. Kitts to the separation of Nevis. But now 
Nevisians have been fortunate in finding amongst our colleagues of the 
Peoples Action Movement a considerable sympathy for our desire for a 
separate status. They would prefer us not to go, but they will not oppose 
our wishes if and when we take steps to carry out our mandate. The 
constitutional proposals before us reflect this wise and statesmanlike view. 

At the same time it has always been clear to me that the United 
Kingdom Government would itself prefer to see St Kitts and Nevis go 
together into independence. Nevertheless, the cardinal principle of United 
Kingdom policy in this question was elaborated in this very place, Minister, 
by one of your predecessors, Lord Shepherd, in 1968. He stated that 
secession of one part of a colonial territory from the whole was not 
acceptable without the agreement of the Government representing that 
colonial territory. Those of us who have come to this Conference from 
the Caribbean would argue that the secession of Anguilla from our own 
Associated State of St. Kitts-Nevis-Anguilla breached this cardinal principle. 
However, this argument need not be run again: the principle of secession 
with the agreement of the Government of the territory as a whole was 
clearly stated and has been confirmed by precedent: the precedent which 
confirms the principle most appropriately is, of course, the Ellice Islands, 
whose people were allowed by the Government of the Gilbert and Ellice 
Islands Colony to vote by referendum to secede from that Colony. The 
Ellice Islands have since become the independent sovereign State of Tuvalu, 
a nation with a population, I am advised, even smaller than Nevis and' 
with even more meagre resources. 

The Government of the Associated State of St. Kitts -Nevis, of which I 
am part, has agreed in the constitutional proposals we are to discuss that 
the people of Nevis should have the right to secede, should this be their 
express wish. Like the Government of the Gilbert and Ellice Islands Colony 
some ten years ago, our coalition partners have expressed the hope that 
Nevis will not choose to follow this path. Our Government has, however, 
conceded that Nevis may secede, if this is what it eventually decides to do. 
In pursuing such a course, we would therefore not be in breach of the 
principles applied by the United Kingdom Government to the process of 
decolonisation. 

The present draft Constitution therefore is an attempt to reach a 
compromise between the aspiration of the people of Nevis for separate 
independence and the wish of the St. Kitts Peoples Action Movement, a wish 
even more vehemently expressed in past years by the St. Kitts Labour Party, 
that Nevis should remain part of an independent St. Kitts-Nevis State. 

The suggested compromise is that St. Kitts and Nevis should go into 
independence together, but that Nevis should enjoy a wide range of exclusive 
legislative and executive powers in a Federal relationship with St. Kiris 
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and, as I have already mentioned. Minister, should be empowered at a future 
date, to opt for separation from St. Kitts should this prove to be the wish 
of the people of Nevis. 

The purpose of the Conference that begins today is to examine these 
proposals in detail. As one of the two representatives here today of the 
people of Nevis, I am particularly anxious to hear the United Kingdom 
Government’s view. I would like to know that we would have their 
approval, and in due course the approval also of the United Kingdom 
Parliament with whom it would ultimately fall to affirm the Order in 
Council terminating the Status of Association. I would especially wish to 
have Her Majesty’s Government’s assurance that, should the people of Nevis 
decide on separate statehood for Nevis, Great Britain would give an 
independent Nevis her blessing, and assist her financially to the best of 
Great Britain’s ability. There have in the past been suggestions to the 
contrary. I would like to hear these firmly and positively denied. 

Not least, I have listened with the greatest attention and respect to the 
views expressed by the Labour Opposition. The Labour Party have in the 
past opposed the separation of Nevis from St. Kitts, but a Green Paper 
published by the Labour Party in comment upon the constitutional proposals 
before us now urges the separation of Nevis from St. Kitts. I would 
welcome the fullest discussion of these current views. 

I sincerely hope that in the course of this Conference both Government 
and Opposition will be able to reach a consensus. We shall all, after all, 
have to face the future of our two islands together, whether as one nation 
or two. 

In conclusion, I pray that you, Mr. Minister and your colleagues bear 
with us in these deliberations. I ask this because I know that United 
Kingdom policy is to complete, as rapidly as possible, the process of 
decolonisation. I sympathise with this aim; indeed, I applaud it. But I 
sincerely hope that if the course of this Conference is not as smooth as 
might have been anticipated, should fresh ideas be canvassed or if further 
delay should appear advisable in order that the widest measure of agreement 
may be reached, you will be patient with us. The future of our two peoples 
is at stake. 

Before closing I would like to pay tribute to Mr. Ted Rowlands, MP 
who was the minister dealing with the constitutional problems of St. Kitts 
and Nevis for many years. His judgments were unbiased and just, and I 
would like this gathering to recognise his contribution in making this 
Conference possible today. 

Thank you. 



Chairman: Thank you, Mr. Daniel and gentlemen, for those opening 
statements. I think you will understand that this is not an occasion for 
debate or for detailed response. There will be opportunities for full 
discussion of all the relevant points which have been raised in the working 
sessions or elsewhere. 
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I have noted what Mr. Moore has said about possible adjournment of 
the conference, but I must say that I do not think we should delay the 
start of the working sessions beyond tomorrow. If it would help, and if 
the other delegates agree, we could delay the start until tomorrow afternoon. 

It is, of course, a matter for the discretion of the Chair as to the order of 
proceeding, again in consultation with the parties, so that it is open for our 
vice-chairman, Mr. Arthur, in discussion with both delegations to see 
whether it would help to take the non-controversial aspects of the Constitution 
first, such as the question of human rights. I think it might be most 
convenient if the leaders of the delegations and Mr. Arthur were to consider 
how to proceed along those lines. 

Otherwise I think it is my pleasure to thank you, gentlemen, for 
making your positions clear, for your attendance here today, and to express 
the hope that we shall be able to make good progress and agree ultimately 
upon our objectives. 

Thank you very much indeed. May I now adjourn this meeting. 



Speeches made by Mr. Cranley Onslow, M P, Minister of State for Foreign 
and Commonwealth Affairs, the Honourable Simeon Daniel and the 
Honourable Dr. Kennedy A. Simmonds, Premier of Saint Christopher and 
Nevis at the Closing Session of the Saint Christopher and Nevis Constitutional 
Conference, London 16 December, 1982 . 

Chairman : Your Excellencies, Premier, ladies and gentlemen, I am very 
glad to join you again for this final session of the constitutional Conference 
for Saint Christopher and Nevis, and to thank you all for the hard work which 
you have put in over^ the past week or so. I apologise for the delay in 
starting these proceedings but I was particularly anxious that everybody 
should have been able to satisfy themselves about the contents of the 
report, and I hope nobody minds waiting for that. 

I said in my opening speech that the purpose of the Conference was to 
seek agreement on the terms of the new Constitution for the independent 
state, and that the Government’s draft Constitution embodying the proposals 
which had been publicised and fully discussed in the Associated State, and 
approved by the State’s House of Assembly should form the basis for your 
discussions. 

I am sorry that the members of the Opposition delegation have felt that 
the proposals which they put before the Conference were not adequately 
discussed, and that this led them to leave the Conference on two occasions. 
I regret this since I believe that their criticisms of the manner in which the 
Conference was being conducted were unjustified and unjustifiable. Indeed, 
it seems to me that the Government delegation had already shown that, when 
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presented with, reasoned careful and constructive criticism of the proposals 
which they had tabled, they were prepared to go a considerable way towards 
meeting the Opposition’s point of view. This is shown in the report. 

So far as the British Government are concerned this Conference has 
produced a report which is a thoroughly considered basis for a Constitution 
which, if it proves to be acceptable to the parliament of Saint Christopher and 
Nevis is a firm base on which we may invite the British parliament to satisfy 
the wish of the people of Saint Christopher and Nevis for independence. 

We hope that it will be possible to complete the customary constitutional 
processes in time to enable Saint Christopher and Nevis to move to indepen- 
dence in September 1983. As I said in my opening address, this will in due 
course require that a draft Order in Council be laid before both Houses of 
the British Parliament for approval before it is submitted to Her Majesty in 
Council. 

The report of this Conference which we are about to sign will, as you 
know, be published as a Government White Paper in the United Kingdom 
and presented to Parliament. It is therefore a document of considerable 
importance since the independent Constitution itself is not placed before our 
Parliament. We have tried to present the views of the different interests 
fairly, and I hope we have achieved this. 

Before closing I should like to express my thanks to Mr. Stanley Arthur 
for deputising for me as chairman of the working sessions of the Conference, 
to the Conference secretariat, and to all those in Lancaster House who have 
looked after us so well. I thank you once again for your presence and hard 
work, and now I invite Mr. Daniel to respond, after which I shall invite 
the Premier, Dr. Simmonds, to speak, after which I shall invite the Premier 
and any members of his delegation to sign the report with me. 

Mr. Daniel? 



The Hon. Mr. Simeon Daniel : Mr. Chairman, ladies and gentlemen, I wish 
first to express my appreciation, and that of my fellow delegates, for the 
excellent standard of chairmanship that has been maintained throughout this 
Conference. I must also express my sincere thanks and pleasure for the 
spirit of co-operation which has existed between representatives of Her 
Majesty’s Government, my friends and colleagues in the People’s Action 
Movement, and ourselves. Thanks are also due for the expert advice and 
guidance given at this conference. There is no need, to mention individuals. 

Mr. Chairman, the future ahead will of course present us with many 
problems — especially economic problems — in a world that is sadly in a 
state of recession. 

However, with faith, mutual trust and the co-operation of all who wish 
for success we can and must succeed — for the benefit of all our people, and 
for generations yet unborn. We now sense such a spirit of mutual trust and 
co-operation among our colleagues in government at the present time. 
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I need say no more at present, except to express the hope that the 
aforementioned spirit of co-operation and mutual trust will continue in the 
future. 

Mr. Chairman, the formation of this Federation of St. Kitts and Nevis 
is an indication of the realisation that there is a need and a desire for uni ty 
and harmonious relations, but there must be equality in unity. 

We hope and pray that this spirit of co-operation and unity will spread 
throughout the entire Caribbean, leading to a strengthening of social, 
political and economic ties. However, we trust that if at any time the 
people of Nevis should move to exercise their right of self-determination, 
we can rely on the British Government to assist us to gain membership to 
the British Commonwealth of Nations and also to the World Body of 
Nations. 

Mr. Chairman, friends, and fellow delegates, I thank you. May God 
bless and protect our homeland of Saint Christopher and Nevis. Thank you. 



Chairman : Thank you, Mr. Daniel. Premier? 



The Hon. Dr. Kennedy Simmonds : Honourable Minister, distinguished 
delegates, we have come to the end of a very successful Conference, one 
which has prepared the way for the birth of a new Caribbean nation. I 
wish, on behalf of the Government and people of St. Kitts and Nevis, to 
thank Her Majesty’s Government for acceding to our request for this 
Conference and for their contribution in bringing this Conference to a satis- 
factory conclusion, in response to the wishes of the people of St. Kitts and 
Nevis for that full and independent sovereignty which is theirs by right. 

It is recorded that in December of 1979 both the United Kingdom 
Government . and the former administration of St. Kitts and Nevis, now 
the Opposition, had decided on independence for the State as early as 
possible in 1980. ^ Against that background, and in the light of the clearly 
manifest desire of the people for independence, confirmed by the Minister 
in his visit to the State, the issue never was, and could not now be, whether 
or not we would become independent, but rather when and how. 

The process of final determination of these two issues has reached its 
climax in this Conference, after all preliminary matters were dealt with 
properly and in order, I indicated earlier that I came to the conference 
with three objectives : 

(i) to discuss and finalise an independence Constitution for St. Kitts and 
Nevis. That we have done; and the final draft document reflects a 
considerable degree of compromise on behalf of my Government, 
We will now present this document to our own House of Assembly 
for further debate. 
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(ii) to set the date for independence. I must express my pleasure at the 
agreement which has been reached to target the month of 
September 1983 as the appropriate date. 

and 

(iii) to make arrangements for a post-independence programme of aid. 
Discussion of these arrangements has begun and the necessary wheels 
have now been set in motion. 



In my opening address I focussed the attention of the Conference directly 
on the issue of independence. I highlighted the historical perspective and 
enumerated the steps taken to arrive at this present situation. I avoided any 
temptation to involve the Conference in irrelevant internal political posturings. 
Unfortunately, the Leader of the Labour Party failed to follow my example 
and resorted to a harangue, replete with misrepresentations and fabrications, 
in an attempt to discredit the lawfully elected Government of the State. 



I have no choice, therefore, but to take this opportunity to set the record 
straight. Certainly no officials, either high or low, of any of the governing 
parties were involved in any incident at the public meeting which one of 
the Opposition supporters sought to disrupt. However, the fact that 
Mr. Bryant and this other member of Mr. Moore’s Labour Party have run 
foul of the law on more than one occasion is an indication of the growing 
tendency of the Opposition to attempt to flout the forces of law and order. 



Accusations of bad faith against my Government are clearly without 
foundation. We have ourselves had years of experience in opposition and 
we support, and will strongly defend, the need for opposition. We have 
ensuied that the Opposition received all documentation relevant to indepen- 
dence as soon as it was available. Further, although Her Majesty’s 
Government is paying the expenses of three members of the Opposition to 
attend this Conference, my Government is paying the expenses of two 
members of the Opposition so that they could be fully represented here. 



The report of the Conference speaks for itself on this issue. It speaks in 
c ear and lucid tones. It contains ample evidence that my Government has 
come to the Conference with an open mind and, within the limits prescribed 
> he White Paper, which has been endorsed by the people, we have been 
prepared to modify and adapt to meet the proposals of any responsible 
group or of the Opposition. Accordingly, the final Constitution will be a 
Constitution of all the people and for all the people. 

I must take issue with the following statement made by the leader 
ol the Opposition m his opening address at this Conference, and I quote : 

T?® ? rst t?® P eo Ple of St. Kitts and Nevis knew that Dr. Simmonds 
f „ as Ju ^dependence was in June this year when, on his way 
attD f al ^ T eetm f> m Washington of the Caribbean Aid Group, 
have to be^aced 1 ”^^ tiie fl uest i°n of independence would 



ihhTfCcrinrtnr? com P ,e pL' false and mendacious, and to support 

Year ? ''T^ from my second annuaI Premia New 

delivered to the nation on 1 January 1982, six months 

televising and Itf u‘ ^ ™ essage Was carried live on radio and 
television and subsequently repeated several times. I quote : 
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“ We will not drop independence on this country like a bomb, but 
we are beginning the process of seeking this necessary constitutional 
advancement. We do it not because others have achieved it, but because 
we have made significant progress in coming to grips with the very serious 
problem of unemployment, and made visible and meaningful progress in 
the fields of tourism, industrialisation, agricultural diversification, housing, 
health and education. Constitutional proposals will be presented to 
you for study and comment, and the financial implications of 
independence will be laid before you as was promised.” 

I am shocked and disgusted that former legislators would have the 
effrontery to fabricate and paint an untruthful picture of my country. It 
is more appalling when we recall that these legislators organised a public 
demonstration against a judge of the High Court in Basseterre; that they 
imprisoned members of the Opposition for months without trial and, when 
trial did occur, themselves were unable to present any evidence of wrongdoing 
and had to abandon prosecution. 

They unlawfully and unconstitutionally seized property in St. Kitts 
without compensation, leaving my government the legacy of the present 
economic impasse. They asserted before the Court of Appeal that their 
government had power not only to take land but to take life as well. They 
asserted during the last election campaign that the voice of opposition 
would no longer be heard after they were returned to power which, thank 
God, they were not They terrorised the populace in St. Kitts and Nevis 
with the army moving through towns and villages in armoured cars with 
guns at the ready, even during the public meetings of the last election 
campaign. The said army has since been abolished by my Government. 

We have replaced the fear, victimisation and hostility which existed in 
St. Kitts and Nevis with new hope and a new atmosphere of freedom, which 
they themselves use in full measure to vilify the Government. The invest- 
ment climate has never been better, and the sphit of cooperation between 
the islands is at its highest level. Many of the injustices of the past have 
been redressed. A hitherto unheard of programme of involving the public 
in discussion of issues of national and parochial importance with members 
of Government has been implemented. Democracy, to which we so 
passionately subscribe, is not only being preached, it is being practised. 

The way in which we have handled the issue of independence is ample 
evidence of this. We have protected the rights of people of all walks of life 
in St. Kitts and Nevis including the women, the people of unmarried parents, 
the youth under 21, and persons who had acquired a new status of belonging 
under our present Constitution. We have here created a constitutional 
structure which is unique, yet which is based on sound and well studied 
principles clearly enunciated in the report of the prestigious Wooding 
Commission, which report was presented to Parliament by the Secretary of 
State for Foreign and Commonwealth Affairs in November 1970, and which 
has hitherto received the unqualified support of all shades of political opinion 
in the State. 

The eyes of the region and the world are upon us now. I hope that the 
consummate effort which we have made to find the areas of compromise and 
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agreement may be the spark of inspiration to ignite the flame of true 
Caribbean integration so necessary for vibrancy and growth, and also to 
counter the forces of divisiveness which are being artificially engineered 
by the Opposition in the face of an agreed position between the people of 
St. Kitts and the people of Nevis. 

I thank Her Majesty’s Government for respecting that agreed position. 
I wish now to express my appreciation and that of my delegation to the 
honourable Minister of State for the keen and searching and complete study 
he has given to this issue of our independence, and also for the hospitality 
extended to us; to Mr. Stanley Arthur for his fair and skilful handling of 
the conference; to the members of the secretariat and conference staff; and 
to Her Majesty’s Government for the hospitality which has been extended 
to us. 

I also wish to express my appreciation to the Opposition delegation for 
their constructive contribution, when they have been present; and finally to 
members of my own delegation for their loyal support. 

I am certain that when we return home our people will be pleased to 
know that in September of 1983 they will be, in the words of 
Martin Luther King, “ free at last ”. Thank you. 



Chairman : Thank you. Shall we now proceed to sign the report, 
please. 

Gentlemen, I think that now concludes the formal proceedings. We 
can now adjourn. 
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